INTRODUCTION
Interprofessional Collaborative Practice (IPCP), a model which first gained academic popularity in the health and social care sector following the advice of the Beveridge Report in 1942, occurs "when multiple health workers from different professional backgrounds work together with patients, families, carers and communities to deliver the highest quality care" (WHO, 2010:55) . Shared team goals, ideas, decision making, team identity, partnership and integration of team members, have been identified as some of the key elements of IPCP (WHO, 2010) . Although professionals' ideology, values, self-interest and specialisms often differ, partnership working within and between agencies has been found to be directly related to health service user satisfaction partly because professionals' enhanced relationships with each other directly influence their attitudes towards patients (Barr et al., 2010) . Professionals' communication skills and knowledge around health and social care were found to be enhanced as a result of increased integration with other professionals and patients (Revees et al., 2010 ).
As illustrated above, IPCP has gained an important space within the health care system, largely due to its potential in delivering highest quality medical care through collaboration. Criminal justice systems across the world also strive to provide enhanced service delivery but their efforts have largely excluded the principles of IPCP: "at a national level we [the government] have too often failed to take the opportunity to collaborate" (Ministry of Justice, 2013a:34) . Transforming the Criminal Justice paper in 2013 highlighted that the success in delivering shared outcomes is only possible "if all parts of the CJS [Criminal Justice System] collaborate effectively" (Ministry of Justice, 2013b:34) . Before advancing any further, it is worth highlighting that similar to health and social care, criminal justice systems consist of various agencies with different areas of expertise, roles and responsibilities. The intention of the CJS is to work towards reducing crime and reoffending; increasing public confidence; where in the health and social care patient safety is at the forefront, victims' and offenders' rights are some of the main concerns of criminal justice systems; and where patients are actively involved in decision-making, restorative justice prevails in the criminal justice system which focuses on the needs of the victims and the offenders in the quest for justice.
 Draw up criteria against which all CJS contracts can be assessed with a view to identifying opportunities for cooperation between criminal justice agencies, and cost savings.
Interprofessional Collaboration Boards
The total funding of the criminal justice system by central government is around £17.1 billion a year (Morse, 2014:16) . Traditionally each criminal justice system agency has had their own aims and targets to deliver services but to achieve the government's ultimate aims of reducing crime, increasing public confidence and ensuring that the criminal justice system is fair and consistent requires joint working and operations. To a large extent, all agencies depend on one other. This is particularly the case during the quest to bring individuals to justice. For example, around half of all criminal court trials do not go ahead as planned largely because the defendant offers acceptable pleas or the prosecution offers no evidence (Morse, 2014: 27) . Consequences are the waste of allocated time and importantly the negative impact on public confidence in the system since witnesses have been unnecessarily inconvenienced (Office for Criminal Justice Reform, 2007:3) .
The government's white paper noted the need for a strong link between the Criminal Justice Board and local criminal justice partnerships (Ministry of Justice, 2012a: 36) . To build this important link, Interprofessional Collaboration Boards (IPCB) could be introduced, bringing together criminal justice agencies at the local level to address regional concerns and plan how they will deliver improvements through collaboration. Accountable to CJBs, IPCBs could oversee the functionality of a region's justice system, touching on a wide-range of issues including the causes of cracked and ineffective trials, the duration of criminal cases, identifying and sharing good practice, reviewing respective plans and concerns, analysing each other's service delivery and performance and taking into account the changing needs of the local community. were quickly transferred from police cells to court rooms, ready to dispense justice with all necessary reports and personnel. Within a month of the riots, over 1,700 people were trialled in connection with the disturbances (Ministry of Justice, 2012b: 18) . It is apparent that the criminal justice system needs to continue working this way because malfunctions which occur in criminal proceedings in one or more part of the system can slow down or completely disable other parts of the system. Frankly, for too long, the criminal justice system operated in a manner that caused problems. In 2002, approximately 9,800 defendants were convicted by magistrates' and then committed to the Crown Court for sentencing but investigating these referrals has shown that 40% were unnecessary and could have been handled in the magistrates' court. This resulted in delay and frustration for victims, witnesses and staff. Take Her Majesty's Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS), as another example.
This particular agency handles over 2 million criminal cases (and around 2.8 million civil, tribunal and thus waiting for their trial in custody, and undoubtedly some of these unconvicted prisoners will be found innocent. The impact of late justice does not only affect the defendants: other than the financial costs that are associated with lengthy criminal procedures, victims too will have to wait a lengthy time to appear at the court to give evidence against the defendant. Indeed, delays can occur in the quest for justice and these can vary between geographic regions: "the difference between the average length of proceedings in the best and worst performing areas is 3 weeks in the magistrates' courts and 10 weeks in the Crown Court" (Ministry of Justice, 2012e:15) . Some variations can be expected between geographic regions but it is clear that there is potential to reduce the discrepancy between regions.
IPCBs' will be working towards understanding where delays occur in proceedings, what causes them and what can be done to improve the situation. The solution to tackling delays will entail strong collaboration particularly between that region's police, prosecution service and its courts.
IPCBs could also play an important role in rehabilitating offenders and protecting the public, ultimately enhancing public confidence in the criminal justice system. Hough's et al., (2013: 30) study into public attitudes to sentencing and trust in justice has shown that only 43% of the public believe that the criminal justice system is effective, raising implications for the justice system. Although there have been some improvements in reoffending rates over the last few years, they remain a concern (Ministry of Justice, 2012e: 18) :
"in the year to December 2011, over 75% of proven offences were committed by offenders who had a previous reprimand, warning, caution or conviction for an offence; and 47% of adult offenders, and 69% of juvenile offenders, reoffend within a year of leaving custody."
Clearly, the criminal justice system has little effect on offenders' behaviour. IPCBs, on the other hand, would ensure that local agencies are responsive and flexible in their community. Giving local criminal justice agencies the discretion to put forward proposals to test new ideas in their community through partnership work will lead to a better understanding of how reoffending can be reduced, and provide the CJBs with the data they need to consider a national-level programme of reform.
Interprofessional Collaboration Teams
Interprofessional Collaboration Teams (IPCTs) aim to change the culture and approach to criminal proceedings in the criminal justice system. Offenders', victims' and witnesses' interests will be the primary concern of IPCTs. Overseen by the IPCB, it will be within this team's remit to provide a preliminary decision for each crime case in a reliable and effective fashion, ready for the consideration of the judge/magistrate if no pleas are made. between January and May 2014, there were 68 deaths in custody and 32 of these were self-inflicted (Howard League for Penal Reform, 2014).
As well as the NOMS, IPCTs will offer victims and offenders the opportunity to express their feelings in the resolution of offences, to the concept of 'restorative justice'. Offenders will be made aware of the consequences of their actions on victims and the impact that it has had upon the police and the wider society. A reduction of an approximate 14% reduction was found in the number of offenders reoffending who had participated in restorative justice, and 85% of victims who participated in the programme were satisfied with their experience (Ministry of Justice, 2012a:3) .
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There are two basic requirements that must be met for victims' and offenders' direct involvement in these meetings: the offender must accept responsibility for the crime and both the victim and the offender must be willing to participate. In cases where the victim or offender refuses to participate, their representatives will be invited to these meetings to facilitate communication with other members of the team: the police, prosecution, corrections units and courts.
Numerous recommendations have been made to cut the cost of dispensing justice, ranging from increasing magistrates' powers to the digitalisation of agencies, meaning information could be shared electronically across criminal justice system agencies. The cost that is associated with failed cases totalled over £25million in 2011/12 alone (representing 4.3% of the CPS's net operating cost) (Policy Exchange, 2012:34), wasting the resources of not only the CPS but also Her Majesty's Courts and Tribunal Services (crucial judiciary time wasted as well as the physiological impact on witnesses and victims) and the police system (time devoted to investigation and submission of evidence). In May 2013 for example, a kidnap trial dropped because disclosure was inadequate, leading to a £500,000 costs order against the CPS (Guardian, 2013) at a time when the organisation is necessitated to cut its expenditure by 25% over a four year period. Staff numbers have reduced and will continue to reduce, inevitably affecting the CPS's ability to be 'fair and consistent' in their decisions to prosecute.
Moreover, the Howard League for Penal Reform (2014a) said the courts in the United Kingdom (UK) spends approximately £429 million a year on imprisoning individuals on remand, and £230 million of this figure is "wasted" on 3,500 individuals who were later acquitted or given a non-custodial sentence. Richard Monkhouse, the deputy chairman of the Magistrates' Association, suggested the increased use of magistrates' courts which are cheaper to run that crown courts. This is a valid recommendation at a glance when one considers that a hearing in a crown court costs on average
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Enhanced engagement between the CPS and defense can lead to a faster and less erratic system (Ministry of Justice, 2013d: 14) , and the creation of IPCTs will facilitate this. Through these meetings not only will guilty pleas be identified earlier and more trials will be conducted on the planned day but the reliability of cases passed on to courts will be further enhanced. These meetings can assist in clarifying issues, enabling the actual trial to be more focused, error free and less contentious. A report outlining the issues raised in IPCT meetings could be submitted to the sentencing judge or magistrates for consideration. This report will be more insightful than the traditional pre-sentence 
DISCUSSION
There are many reasons why the government can be proud of the criminal justice system in England and Wales. It is well reputed, admired and imitated by developing countries across the world but this does not hide its punitiveness. The number of offenders coming into contact with the NOMS has expanded over recent years, reaching 260 thousand offenders each year (Justice Gov., 2014) . As of Other than failing to make the best use of its resources, it is often argued that the system is cumbersome and affected by unacceptable delays, causing anxiety to victims as well as increasing the financial burden on the system. The next big change must now shift from prison being the main source of stability and security to local prioritisation setting which takes account of victims, offenders, witnesses and financial pressures. Victims, offenders and even some criminal justice agencies often complain that their concerns are overlooked when important decisions are taken. In this era of austerity, effectiveness and efficiency will be at the heart of IPCBs and IPCTs, whether in terms of reducing recidivism or improving victims', witnesses' and offenders' experience.
The recommendations suggested here may seem too great, the leap too large to make but the arguments for more partnership between criminal agencies have already started to gain prominence.
Not many now defend the centralised criminal justice system: " the system is in need of
